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system of England, much aggravated by the World 
War, and the tendency to decry it in comparison with 
the assumed efficiency of the German system on the 
ground that the Classics dominate the English system, 
while science is the foundation of the German, Mr. 
Livingstone asserts that the German system itself 
gives a large place to instruction in the Classics and 
maintains that the weakness of English education is 
due rather to ineffective teaching and to the small 
effort made to foster a belief in knowledge. He 
recognizes the value of physical science, but claims 
that it involves specialization before the necessary 
general training has been acquired, and further that 
life will compel commercial or professional knowledge 
but will find no place later for the study of the human- 
ities. Physical science, too, leads to a knowledge of 
nature and natural processes, while the humanities 
assist us directly to a knowledge of man, develop 
flexibility of mind, and help us to see the world with 
imagination. 

In defense of Greek Mr. Livingstone urges that the 
Greek civilization is the foundation of our own, and 
that the Greek literature, in particular, affords the key- 
thoughts on which our intellectual life depends. 
While Latin literature does not stand on the same plane 
as the Greek, Rome represents character, thus sup- 
plementing the Greek, which was weak on this side, 
and the Latin language is unique in its power of concise 
expression. The study of the vernacular or of modern 
languages can not replace the Classics, because of the 
nearness and similarity of ideas involved, and also 
because of the artificial character of modern expression 
as compared with the completeness, simplicity, lucidity, 
and directness of the classical style. Latin grammar 
and prose composition are defended as tests of intel- 
lectual ability and as developing concentration of 
mind and precision of expression. 

All of these arguments and claims are very familiar 
to teachers in this country. And it may be said 
with all truth that in the main they are sound. As a 
reasonably full account of the advantages that should 
accrue from classical study they leave little to be 
desired. But as to their value in the controversy now 
raging as to the place of the Classics in our educational 
system not so much can be said. The difficulty, how- 
ever, does not lie with the classicist, but with the general 
educators, who have not as yet made any serious 
attempt to attack the problem in any comprehensive 
way. As we see the situation, we should like to get 
definite answers to the following questions: (i) Is the 
basis of education in our Schools to be (a) internal, i.e. 
interest, whether spontaneous or stimulated by the 
teacher, or (b) external, i.e. the authority of the 
teacher or the School, or (c) a combination of both. 
The last seems to be the logical choice and is supported 
by many good critics. If we accept this as the correct 
answer, then comes the further question: (2) Among 
the subjects whose study is due largely to authority 
and whose aim is to develop the capacity for voluntary 



effort and attention, should a place be assigned to 
language? If this is answered in the affirmative, we 
come to the final question: (3) Are the Classics 
better than the Modern Languages or the vernacular 
for this training? For the answer to the last question 
Mr. Livingstone's book well supplements the Princeton 
volume and the Michigan volume. But these ques- 
tions, particularly the first two, should be definitely 
settled for at least a term of years by some body whose 
findings would meet with wide acceptance by reason of 
the acknowledged competence of its members, not 
by men without vision, ideals or breadth of training, 
such as are at present most in evidence. Classical 
teachers would be the first to welcome such a decision. 

Of particular interest to us in this country is Mr. 
Livingstone's last chapter, Reforms. He realizes that 
the various advantages which he claims for the classical 
training are not obtained by many students, and sees 
the remedy in some change in the method of instruction, 
not, however, for all students, but particularly for 
students in the University. Students in the early years, 
corresponding to our High Schools, owing to their 
immaturity, should expect, he thinks, little more than 
good habits of study and a better feeling for English. 
The University training, however, is too rigidly lin- 
guistic, and should be modified by the inclusion of a 
certain amount of the Realien of ancient civilization, 
"a change", as he says, "less of curriculum than of 
the angle of view". He would articulate everything 
studied with the facts of our modern life, and interpret 
modern civilization as the development of ancient. 

This too is nothing new to us. But we would apply 
this remedy much earlier. I have recently been look- 
ing over a Junior Latin Book by Messrs. Forsythe 
and Gummere, in which, even in the work of the Seventh 
Grade, a large amount of space is devoted to what are 
called on the title page Roman Ideas, that is, the Roman 
ways of looking at many familiar things, such as the 
universe, water, fire, the family, the School, and so 
forth. Incidentally, this slight study of such topics 
leads to many interesting lights on origins, quite 
within the range of the child's mind, and yet of con- 
siderable value in themselves. In most of our Col- 
leges the steady insistence upon the monotonies of 
grammar and syntax which used to be characteristic 
of every teacher has almost entirely disappeared. 
Our danger now is rather that we should go to the 
other extreme and not lay enough emphasis upon the 
absolute essential of language study, that is, the lan- 
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The crucifixion occurred on Friday, April 3, 33, and 
not on Friday, April 7, 30. 

The arrest was duly and legally effected by officers 
of the Jews under the authority of the Sanhedrin. 
No Roman officials were concerned in it. 

The trial was a Roman trial conducted before the 
prosecutor and was in every way in conformity with 
law. Pilate urged the prosecutors to withdraw their 
charge, but, upon their refusal to do so, was forced 
to pronounce Jesus guilty. There was no formal trial 
before the Sanhedrin, but merely an investigation akin 
to our Grand Jury proceeding. 

There is no dearth of books and articles on the sub- 
ject. The trial of Jesus has been considered from 
every point of view, historical, legal, and theological, 
Christian, Jewish, and pagan. The results have been 
widely divergent. To present a new viewpoint is, 
in itself, an achievement, and that Professor Husband 
has indubitably done in at least one question and has 
defended it with his usual keenness and learning. 
Much of what he presents is not new, but it is set 
forth with an engaging vividness and directness that 
are rare enough in such treatises. 

The difficulties of the problem are the most serious 
that can confront an historical investigation. There 
is only one source, or group of sources, and its historical 
value is questioned. If the account of the trial that we 
find in the Gospels be accepted as true, verbatim et 
literatim, the only problem presented would be that of 
reconciling apparently divergent stories. A critical 
attitude, however, imposes obligations of a different 
sort. Criticism, 'higher' and 'lower', has been busy 
upon these texts for generations. Not all the results 
can possibly be right, because they are, for the most 
part, contradictory. Which of them does the author 
adopt? 

Professor Husband does not tell us. His attitude 
is plainly critical. However, he apparently presumes 
in his readers a general acquaintance with the critical 
analysis of the Gospels, but he does not set forth 
systematically his own attitude toward them, even 
in the chapter entitled The Gospel Text. We are left 
to infer from casual side remarks (105, 257) that he 
accepts the received opinion that Mark is the earliest 
and John the latest of the Gospels; yet for certain 
steps of his argument he relies upon John more fully 
than most historians would care to do. This uncer- 
tainty is a disturbing element in a book of this char- 
acter. 

To determine the exact date of the crucifixion, Dr. 
Husband makes use of the investigations of Gauss, 
Ideler, and others (44). He sets forth tables of new 
and full moon nearest the vernal equinox at the 
meridian of Jerusalem for the years within which 
the crucifixion must have taken place. As stated 
before, he comes to the conclusion that the correct 
date is Friday, April 3, 33. One might follow his 
argument more readily if he gave us the least hint as 
to how he determined the day of the week — -which is 
of course the crux of the whole question. Indeed, the 
author takes his task quite too lightly. There are 



many points about the Jewish calendar of that time of 
which we know nothing. It is likely enough that the 
month began with an actual new moon, but we have 
scarcely an inkling of the intercalary system in use 
and of the method by which the religious year was 
made to fit the civil (perhaps the Macedonian) year. 
Until better knowledge on these questions is obtained, 
dogmatism on the subject is scarcely permissible. 

The author is convinced that the arrest was 
made by officers of the Sanhedrin, without Roman 
assistance. To establish it, he completely rejects 
the "multitude with swords and staves", of the Synop- 
tics, and accepts the version of John 18.3, 12, in 
which we hear of "a band and officers from the chie 
priests and Pharisees", and later, of a troop (airtipa) 
and captain (xMapx *)- Now, if Professor Huband 
is inclined to rate the historical value of John higher 
than is usually done, he owes his readers a statement 
of the fact and his reasons for it. So pronounced is 
the usual critical attitude on this matter that Wend- 
land, Urchristliche Literaturformen, 292, classes 
the fourth Gospel among the apocryphal ones. Simi- 
larly Professor Husband quotes John 18.28 (37) to the 
effect that "the Jews entered not into the praetorium 
that they might not be defiled but might eat the pass- 
over", and uses that statement (38) as a basis for further 
argument. However, Jewish law knows of no defile- 
ment that could arise from the mere entrance into 
the house of a pagan. It is hard to believe that a 
Jewish writer would have made such a blunder. Mark 
and Matthew do not make it. 

As to the words aweipa and x<M«px 0S > it ' s true that later 
lexica make the terms rather indefinite. This is 
perfectly natural, since these lexica had to cover the 
changing usage of many epochs. But even in the 
lexica, airctpa always denotes an organized military 
unit. Whatever the word meant to Polybius, and 
the author of Judith (89-90), it will be remembered 
that these books are perhaps three hundred years 
earlier than John. When John was written, sirup* 
quite commonly denoted the Roman cohors, and, 
without explicit statement to the contrary, it is highly 
probable that it would have conveyed only that sense 
to a reader of the second or the third century. 

But Dr. Husband's chief attack is directed against 
the current view of the trial before the Sanhedrin. 
Both Jewish and Christian writers have been struck 
by the fact that the trial of Jesus, as described in the 
Gospels, was conducted in a way wholly at variance 
with the procedure set forth in the Talmud for capital 
trials. There are three possible inferences that may 
be drawn from this discrepancy. The Talmud may 
be right, in which case the events depicted in the New 
Testament cannot have occurred. Or the Talmud may 
be unreliable — which leaves the historical accuracy 
of the Gospel narrative untouched. Or, again, the 
Talmudic account of the regular procedure may be 
credited, and the trial may be declared to have been 
conducted in deliberate and violent disregard of law. 
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Dr. Husband's view is that the events happened 
much as described in the Gospels, but that the San- 
hedrin was sitting not as a court but as an examining 
and accusing body. To make this clear, he cites the 
procedure used in Egypt — a procedure recently dis- 
closed to us by the papyri. 

However, despite the author's confident statement, 
the Gospel account resembles the procedure of the 
papyri as little as it does that of the Talmud. It is 
obviously a strange thing, to equate the nome-strategus 
with a board of seventy men. Then, it is quite illegiti- 
mate to transfer the Egyptian system to Syria. The 
organization of Egypt was unique. Again, the cases 
cited by Dr. Husband are almost exclusively civil, 
and therefore hardly in point. And, finally, there is 
nowhere in our evidence the remotest suggestion that 
the Sanhedrin ever had the functions here ascribed to 
it. 

Professor Husband, in this connection, is compelled 
to examine the Talmudic passages. Unfortunately, 
the difficulties of sources are enormous. As in the case 
of Gospel criticism, the author seems to presuppose 
a general knowledge of the nature and composition 
of the Talmud. In that, he probably does his readers 
more than justice. It would have been better to 
state briefly that the text of the Talmud, the Mishna, 
handed down by oral tradition from early times, was 
compiled into its present form about the year 200 A. D., 
and that the lectures and discussions upon the Mishna 
which took place in the Palestinian and Babylonian 
academies were collected into the Gemaras of Jerusa- 
lem (circa 375 A.D.), and of Babylon (circa 500 A.D.). 
It is the latter, i.e. the Babylonian Gemara, that is 
generally referred to, when the term Talmud is used 
without further qualification. 

While it is in no sense a mysterious book, the Talmud 
is a very difficult one. The Mishna, written in Hebrew, 
is concise and obscure to the last degree. The Gema- 
ras, written in Aramaic, are extremely discursive 
and contain matter of the most heterogeneous charac- 
ter and origin. The difficulties are enhanced by the 
fact that textual criticism of the Talmud is in its 
infancy and that there is no satisfactory translation. 
The French and German translations are incomplete. 
The English translation, by Rodkinson, used by Dr. 
Husband, was prepared with an incredible lack of 
care and conscience, so that it is practically worthless. 
The result is that Dr. Husband, in his use of the 
Talmud, has been compelled to rely upon very inexpert 
guidance. Most of the citations in Chapter V are 
wrong. While that may be mainly due to lapses in 
proofreading, there are cases which cannot be so ex- 
plained, such as on page 128, where Dr. Husband cites, 
as from the Talmud, something that really forms part 
of an eleventh century commentary, not upon the 
Talmudic passage, but upon the Biblical quotation 
contained in it. Again, on page 115, the phrase, 
"as in the case of Jesus and others", does not occur 
at all in the passage from which it is cited, which, 



incidentally, should have been "Sanhedrin, 41 a", not 
"4, fol. 37". There are further serious errors in the 
renderings of passages on pages 113, 117, 133, 154. 

It may also be stated that it is usual to quote the 
Mishna by chapter and section, and to cite the Gemara 
by folio and page. To depart from that method, as 
the author often does, compels the examination of 
many pages in order to verify the reference. Once 
(126), he cites the Jerusalem Talmud by section and 
folio. This involves a search through four columns 
of fine print, each of which contains about 120 lines. 
The passage was finally determined to be, not "1, fol. 
18", but "1, fol. 19, c, line 26". 

As to the question of the trial before the Sanhedrin, 
Dr. Husband seems to have attached insufficient 
importance to one circumstance which is emphasized 
in most discussions of the subject. Whatever may 
be the historical value of the Synoptics for details, 
it is clear that they wish to convey the belief that the 
trial of Jesus was flagrantly illegal. That one fact 
doubtless represents a tradition in the Christian com- 
munity and far outweighs the testimony of the Gospels 
as to what actually happened at the hearing before the 
Sanhedrin. And it is easily possible that, in its main 
outline, the Synoptic account is true. We must 
remember that the High Priest was little better than 
a Roman appointee, since he owed his office to one of 
the Herodian princes who had received the right of 
appointment from Rome. That he should seize one 
whom he deemed to be a dangerous agitator and con- 
demn him to death by a packed jury — we are not told 
that a complete court was summoned — is quite prob- 
able indeed, and is still the most plausible theory, 
under the circumstances. 

Dr. Husband properly rejects the common state- 
ment that Jesus was condemned for 'blasphemy'. 
If by that word is meant the offense stated in Lev. 24. 
13-16, the term is plainly inaccurate. The crime of 
perversion of the people, 'false prophesy' , is a capital one, 
according to the Pentateuch (Deut. 13.5), and this may 
have been the charge brought against Jesus. 

The last part of the book (234 ff.) deals with the 
Roman trial. The author, following Hirschfeld 
and Liebenam, correctly points out that the procurator 
was in no sense the vicar of the Syrian legate, but 
had an independent authority conferred directly 
by the princeps. This independence, however, is 
not to be inferred from the phrase ius gladii, which 
merely extended his jurisdiction over Roman citizens 
as well as provincials, limited by the ius provocationis 
(cf. Cagnat, s.v. Procurator, in Daremberg et Saglio, 
Dictionnaire des Antiquites.) The procurator took 
the place of the earlier provincial quaestor, — without, 
however, completely rendering that office obsolete. 
And even in Republican times we hear of a quaestor 
pro praelore (Sallust, Cat. 21. 1), who probably acted 
much as an independent procurator did. Yet we must 
remember that Judea had shortly before been an 
appanage of Syria (Josephus, Ant. 17.13. 5; 18. 1. 1); 
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that the Syrian governor was the procurator's close 
neighbor and his superior in rank, and that the special 
commission to Vitellius (175 L: Tacitus, Ann. 6. 32) 
may have been couched in general indefinite terms 
like the senatus consultum cited by Caesar (B.G. 1.35). 
Dr. Husband is in error in supposing that the latter 
procurator had no independent jurisdiction at all. 
He did have a limited jurisdiction of his own (Ulpian, 
Dig. 40.19. 9. 2). 

The author seems to realize quite inadequately 
the measure of arbitrary power implicit in the pro- 
consular imperium, delegated directly to the procurator. 
For that reason, the discussion of whether there was 
or was not a written indictment is largely futile. 

According to Dr. Husband, the charge brought 
against Jesus when he was arraigned before Pilate was 
maiestas — for which it would have been better to cite 
the definition in Paul's Sentences, 5.29.1, than that of 
Ulpian (Digest 48. 4. 1). It is, however, more likely 
that the charge was seditio (Paul, Sent. 5.22. 1 ; 
Digest 48. 19. 38. 2), since crucifixion is mentioned 
among the penalties for this crime, but not for maiestas. 
In passing, it may be noted that the author's statement 
(267), "Nothing less than death was ever recognized 
as adequate for treason", is slightly inaccurate. Upon 
the honestiores, relegation was inflicted. 

That the scourging was used to elicit a confession, 
as is suggested on page 268, is scarcely possible. Ro- 
man law, in earlier and later times, knew of torture 
for that purpose only in connection with slave testi- 
mony (Decree of Augustus, 8 A.D., Digest 48. 18.8. pr.). 

The Barabas incident seems to have been mis- 
interpreted. The passage from the Digest cited on 
page 270 states that, in the time of Marcus, the with- 
drawal of a sentence by a proconsul had become 
obsolete, and it seems to imply that a rescript of Marcus 
and Verus made it illegal thereafter. Dr. Husband 
believes that between the conviction and sentence, 
as in our procedure, there was an appreciable interval. 
But the sententia here referred to contained both 
conviction and sentence. As stated on page 270, 
Barabas was probably awaiting such trial as a Roman 
administrator might choose to mete out to a man of 
his type. Again, on page 233, a rescript of Gratian 
is quoted (Cod. 9.4. 5) as though it applied only to 
convicted traitors and provided that execution shall 
"follow swiftly after conviction". However, the 
rescript is quite general and states that all prisoners 
shall either be convicted and punished or else freed 
from arrest as quickly as possible. 

Another incident, apparently misunderstood, is 
that of Herod. The passages cited on page 264 do 
not at all bear out Dr. Husband's contentions. The 
first (Dig. 1 . 18.3) states as a general rule that governors 
have authority primarily over persons legally domiciled 
in their district, and only exceptionally over extranet. 
Another passage (Celsus, Dig. 48. 3. 11) states that an 
extraneus is to be tried by the local praeses. And he 
goes on to say, illud a quibusdam observari solet ut 



cum cognovit et constituit, remittat ilium cum elogio 
ad eum qui provinciae praeest unde is homo est. 
From the rescript of Caracalla (Cod. 3. 15. 1), the 
author omits the important phrase, 'or where the man 
is found'. 

It would seem, accordingly, that either Pilate or 
Herod might have entertained the charge against 
Jesus and that it was purely a question of comity 
whether Pilate, who had physical control over his 
person, should turn him over to Herod or not. 

On the same page, another citation of the Digest 
(49.16.3. pr.) is strangely misapplied. The actual facts 
are just the reverse (Dig. 48.3.9). 

Sometimes Dr. Husband is at pains to prove what 
might safely be assumed. So he cites Caesar B.C. 3. 
108 (doubtless a slip for 107), to show that a trial 
might take place in the open air. The passage, how- 
ever, refers to jurisdiction rather than to place. 
Another somewhat hasty assumption is that the 'Acts 
of Pilate' are a source of any kind (235, 261). To 
attempt to obtain information about the actual trial 
from this book is as hopeful a proceeding as to expect 
to derive knowledge of Ezra or Enoch from some of the 
apocryphal books that bear their names. 

The bibliography, while necessarily selected, is 
ample. One might add to it Adolf Buchler, Das 
Synedrion im Jerusalem (1902); Heinrich Laible, 
Jesus Christus im Thalmud (1900) — which must be 
used with caution and with careful note of Dalman's 
corrections. 

Diversity of judgment on controversial matters is 
inevitable. As has been seen, the reviewer and the 
author differ Mo caelo on many points. If the fore- 
going seems to be little more than a tabulation of 
such points, a wrong impression may readily be created. 
Even those who disagree with Dr. Husband at every 
step cannot fail to derive profit and stimulation from 
his presentation and anyone who undertakes to examine 
the important questions here discussed will be extremely 
ill-advised if he disregards this book. 

Newtown High School, 
Ehnhurst, New York City. 
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Studies in Greek Prepositional Phrases; 5«l, diri. Ik, 

els, iv. Chicago University Dissertation. By 

Emily Helen Dutton. Chicago: distributed by 

the University of Chicago Libraries (191 6). 

Pp. ix +211. 

Every student of Greek, or in fact of any foreign 

language, has been annoyed by the curiously erratic 

meaning of many prepositional phrases. Who could 

infer from a knowledge of the separate words the 

meaning of the English phrase, 'on purpose', or of the 

Greek phrase, iirb urbimTos elirelv, 'to speak from 

memory' ? These and other so-called idiomatic phrases 

have developed independently of their component 

elements; they have become isolated from other 

locutions which contain one or more of the same words. 

English 'on purpose' is no longer closely associated 



